The authors developed, tested, and replicated a model in which safety-specific transformational leadership predicted occupational injuries in 2 separate studies. Data from 174 restaurant workers (M age ϭ 26.75 years, range ϭ 15-64) were analyzed using structural equation modeling (LISREL 8; K. G. Jöreskog & D. Sörbom, 1993) and provided strong support for a model whereby safety-specific transformational leadership predicted occupational injuries through the effects of perceived safety climate, safety consciousness, and safety-related events. Study 2 replicated and extended this model with data from 164 young workers from diverse jobs (M age ϭ 19.54 years, range ϭ 14 -24). Safety-specific transformational leadership and role overload were related to occupational injuries through the effects of perceived safety climate, safety consciousness, and safety-related events.
The vast majority of workers in developed countries take for granted that going to work on a daily basis is an activity that does not compromise their physical safety. The data, however, may tell a different story. For example, although there has been a decline in the annual number of occupational fatalities in the United States, there are still more than 6,000 fatal work injuries per year, with approximately 3.6 million disabling injuries (Conway & Svenson, 1998) . The costs in human suffering alone should be sufficient to engage researchers in this issue, but there are other severe economic and social costs. In terms of productivity, the number of days of work lost because of occupational injuries in Canada between 1993 and 1996 exceeded the number of workdays lost because of labor unrest (Barling & Zacharatos, 2000) . Estimates from the European Union suggest that an average of 30 days of work are lost for each workplace accident (Dupre, 2000) . Moreover, it is estimated that the total cost of each workplace injury in Ontario, Canada, is $6,000 (Canadian), with the cost of each workplace fatality being $492,000 (Marshall, 1996) .
The most frequent attempts to account for occupational safety have traditionally emphasized the so-called "accident prone" individual, ergonomic design of equipment, and/or external regulatory systems (i.e., legislation and collective bargaining; see Sheehy & Chapman, 1987) . The modal response by organizational researchers has been one of neglect. Less than 1% of organizational research published in top journals has focused on occupational safety, a situation that has not changed for more than 2 decades (Barling & Zacharatos, 2000; Campbell, Daft, & Hulin, 1982) , and the present research forms part of an endeavor to redress this situation.
In this study, we develop, test, and replicate a model linking safety-specific transformational leadership and occupational injuries. Transformational leadership has received considerable empirical scrutiny in the literature (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1998) , more than have all other leadership theories from 1990 to 2000 (Judge & Bono, 2000) , and it is composed of idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Transformational leadership affects critical subordinate attitudes and work-related outcomes. These include trust in management (Jung & Avolio, 2000; Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999) , organizational commitment (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996) , satisfaction with leadership (Hater & Bass, 1988) , work performance (Barling et al., 1996; Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999; Judge & Bono, 2000) , consolidated business unit performance (Howell & Avolio, 1993) , and the effectiveness of shop stewards (Kelloway & Barling, 1993) . Transformational leadership predicts performance even when personality characteristics are controlled statistically (Judge & Bono, 2000) .
Despite the extensive array of outcomes associated with transformational leadership (e.g., Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1998) , there is no research on its possible effects on occupational safety. We suggest that this is a critical omission for two reasons. First, there are indications that leadership is associated with safety (Butler & Jones, 1979; Dunbar, 1975) ; organizations in which leaders take an active role in promoting occupational safety enjoy better safety records (Cohen, 1977; Hofmann, Jacobs, & Landy, 1995; Shannon, Mayr, & Haines, 1997; Zohar, 1980) , and supportive supervision in general is associated with safety at work (see Dunbar, 1975) .
Second, and more specifically, each of the four components of transformational leadership is relevant to enhancing occupational safety. With its emphasis on managers becoming role models by doing what is moral or right rather than what is expedient, idealized influence encourages managers to shift their focus toward occupational safety and away from the short-term focus that results from the productivity pressures they must bear. Leaders who are high in idealized influence convey occupational safety as a core value through their own personal commitment, thereby facilitating higher levels of followers' trust in management and organizational loyalty, both of which are critical for subsequent performance (Barling et al., 1996; Pillai et al., 1999) . Leaders manifest inspirational motivation when they challenge subordinates to go beyond their individual needs for the collective good. They do so by convincing their followers that they can achieve safety levels previously believed to be unattainable, using symbols and stories to clarify their mission. Using intellectual stimulation, leaders challenge their followers to confront long-held assumptions and motivate them to think in innovative ways that enhance occupational safety. In doing so, leaders encourage their employees to address occupational safety issues and enhance information sharing about occupational safety and risks. Lastly, leaders demonstrate individualized consideration in the context of the subordinate-supervisor relationship by showing an active interest in their followers' well-being, including their physical safety. In this way, leaders' real concern with their employees' safety is evident, as they are not satisfied with achieving minimal external requirements (e.g., government standards).
Study 1
In one of the few empirical studies focusing on leadership behaviors and safety, Hofmann and Morgeson (1999) showed that the relationship in 49 dyads between leader-member exchanges and occupational accidents was mediated by safety communication and safety commitment. This is consistent with empirical data that show that the effects of transformational leadership on performance are mediated by different aspects of employee morale, such as commitment, trust, and fairness (Barling et al., 1996; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Pillai et al., 1999) . Similarly, members' own union commitment mediated the effects of shop stewards' transformational leadership on rank-and-file members' union participation (Kelloway & Barling, 1993) . As a result, we predict that a transformational leadership style that emphasizes occupational safety will be associated in the first instance with safety consciousness and perceived safety climate.
Safety climate reflects employees' perceptions of the organization's policies, procedures, and practices concerning occupational safety and helps employees to make sense of the priority accorded to occupational safety within the organization. Although previous research has shown that perceptions of safety climate predict safety knowledge and motivation (Griffin & Neal, 2000) and safety behaviors (Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996; Neal, Griffin, & Hart, in press ), much less research has addressed safety climate's predictors. The first step in our model links safety-specific transformational leadership and perceived safety climate, thereby extending previous research on the nature and consequences of perceived safety climate.
We argue that management actions directly affect perceived safety climate. For example, when managers call attention to the importance of safety, thereby displaying idealized influence, employees' perceptions of safety climate are enhanced. Similarly, when management is perceived to provide safety training because of a commitment to occupational safety rather than an obligation to comply with external regulations, perceived safety climate is improved. There is now a growing body of literature showing that perceived safety climate is a significant predictor of safety performance (Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996; Neal et al., in press; Zohar, 2000) , and we predict that perceived safety climate will be a function of safety-specific transformational leadership (see Figure 1) .
Whereas perceived safety climate addresses employees' perceptions of management and organizational approaches to safety, safety consciousness focuses on individuals' own awareness of safety issues. Individual safety consciousness exists at both the cognitive and the behavioral levels. At the cognitive level, safety consciousness consists of a general awareness of safety issues as well as a more specific knowledge of the behaviors required to ensure safety. However, the concept of safety consciousness goes one step further than mere knowledge of the required behaviors to their enactment, and the proposed model predicts that a transformational leadership style will be associated with individual safety consciousness. When transformational leaders manifest idealized influence by focusing on the importance of safety and intellectual stimulation by encouraging employees to think about safety, employee safety consciousness is raised. We also propose that individual safety consciousness is associated with perceived safety climate: Clearly, a minimum threshold level of safety consciousness is necessary for employees to be concerned with perceptions of safety climate.
Previous research on the link between organizational conditions and occupational injuries has yielded modest relationships (e.g., Shannon et al., 1997) . One plausible reason for this is that this is an indirect rather than a direct relationship. Beyond the proposed indirect effects of safety-specific transformational leadership, our model suggests that the most proximal predictors of occupational injuries are not perceived safety climate and safety consciousness but rather safety-related events: When individual safety consciousness is raised and management actions result in favorable perceptions of the safety climate, safety-related events are minimized. In turn, these safety-related events directly predict occupational injuries such as lacerations, strains, sprains, or burns. This notion is supported by the estimate that for every injury, there are significantly more safety-related events (i.e., more close calls or near misses).
Lastly, two methodological points are in order. First, this study is conducted within one specific industry (i.e., the restaurant industry) and focuses on two specific jobs (i.e., people working in restaurants and in fast food outlets). We constructed the study this way because many occupational injuries are job-or industryspecific (see Castillo, 1999; Personick, 1991) . When engaging in the initial stages of model development and testing, it is appropriate to maximize internal validity and delay issues of generalizability. Second, accepting a model does not necessarily imply that no other models fit the data equally well or even better. Accordingly, we contrast the proposed model with two alternative models, namely, a partially mediated and a nonmediated model.
Method
Participants. Participants in Study 1 worked in the food and beverage industry. In an attempt to ensure heterogeneity of respondents across different work sites, we used different recruitment strategies. First, we sent E-mails to all students enrolled in an undergraduate business degree at one university, asking for volunteers who worked in restaurants or the fast food industry. Second, we placed posters in one street of a Canadian city (population 125,000), in which there was a large number of restaurants, asking for volunteers who worked in a restaurant either busing or waiting on tables. Third, we approached all food and beverage staff in a large hotel establishment. Fourth, we requested participation from food and beverage workers who were attending a union training session that was not related to health and safety. Lastly, we approached people working in fast food establishments individually to ask for their cooperation in completing and returning the questionnaire package. As a result, it is not possible to calculate either an overall response rate or a response rate for the first 4 groups. However, of the 200 questionnaires distributed through this last method, 84 were returned, for a 42% response rate.
The average age of the 174 participants (64% men) was 26.75 years (SD ϭ 11.53, range ϭ 15-64). Their average experience at the restaurant, hotel, or fast food outlet was 3.13 years (SD ϭ 4.42, range ϭ 1-21), and they worked an average of 27 hr per week (SD ϭ 11.87, range ϭ 1-60). Differences on these demographic characteristics as well as all the study variables across the five different recruitment techniques are presented in Table 1 .
Instruments. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and internal consistency data are presented in Table 2 .
We used 10 items from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 1990) to assess participants' perceptions of their direct supervisors' safety-specific transformational leadership behaviors. As have others (Jung & Avolio, 2000) , we used selected items from the MLQ. Two items were used to assess each of the four components of transformational leadership and contingent reward. We included contingent reward because factor analyses suggest that it consistently loads together with the four transformational leadership components (e.g., Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995; Carless, 1998) and correlates very highly with the dimensions of transformational leadership in two large samples (correlation range ϭ .68 -.77, N ϭ 1,394 and 1,498; Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999) . The decision to use a unidimensional index was vindicated by an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation that yielded a single factor accounting for 55.5% of the variance. All the items we used were modified to ensure that they were appropriate for the occupational safety context (e.g., "My supervisor talks about his/her most important values and beliefs" was changed to "My supervisor talks about his/her values and beliefs about the importance of safety"). Each item was rated on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ not at all, 5 ϭ frequently or always). Perceived safety climate was assessed using a 10-item short form of Zohar's (1980) scale (e.g., "Upper management assigns a high priority to safety issues," "Workers who violate safety regulations upset their fellow workers even when no harm is done," reverse coded). Shortened versions of this scale have been used in other studies (Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996) .
There were no appropriate scales available to assess safety consciousness, safety-related events, or occupational injuries, and, as a result, we generated scales in each instance; all items appear in the Appendix. To measure safety consciousness, we generated seven items. Respondents indicated their agreement with each item on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 5 ϭ strongly agree). Safety-related events were assessed with 11 events relevant to the restaurant industry. Lastly, to ensure that the occupational injuries we assessed were specific to the restaurant industry, we based these eight items on Castillo's (1999) description of the injuries experienced most frequently in this industry. For both the safety events scale and the occupational injuries scale, respondents indicated the frequency with which each event had occurred over the past year on a 5-point scale (1 ϭ never, 5 ϭ frequently).
Results
The proposed model was operationalized as an observed variable path analysis with parameters estimated with maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in LISREL 8 (Jöreskog & Sör-bom, 1993) . All analyses were based on the covariance matrix.
As shown in Figure 1 , the proposed model hypothesizes that the effect of leadership on safety outcomes is fully mediated by safety consciousness and safety climate. To generate alternative models, we also estimated a partially mediated model (suggesting that safety-specific leadership has direct effects on safety-related events and occupational injuries in addition to the paths shown in Figure 1 ). Finally, we estimated a nonmediated model suggesting that safety-specific transformational leadership has direct effects but does not affect safety consciousness or safety climate. Both the nonmediated and the fully mediated models are nested within the partially mediated model, allowing their comparison with the chi-square difference test.
Fit indices for the three models are presented in Table 3 . The partially mediated model provides a substantially better fit to the data than does the nonmediated model, ⌬ 2 (2) ϭ 41.90, p Ͻ .01. There was no significant difference between the fully and partially mediated models, ⌬ 2 (2) ϭ 3.14, ns. We rejected the partially mediated model on the basis of two related observations. First, neither the path from leadership to injuries nor the path from leadership to safety events was significant. Second, the fully mediated model provided a more parsimonious fit to the data than did the partially mediated model (parsimony goodness-of-fit index values of .49 vs .30, respectively). Accordingly, the fully mediated model was retained for further analysis.
Standardized parameter estimates for the fully mediated model are shown in Figure 2 . Injuries were predicted by events (␤ ϭ .64, p Ͻ .01), and events were predicted by safety climate (␤ ϭ Ϫ.39, p Ͻ .01). In turn, safety climate was predicted by individual safety consciousness (␤ ϭ .36, p Ͻ .01). Both safety climate (␤ ϭ .30, p Ͻ .01) and safety consciousness (␤ ϭ .36, p Ͻ .01) were predicted by safety-specific transformational leadership.
Discussion
The results of Study 1 provide strong support for the mediational model linking safety-specific transformational leadership and occupational injuries. The model provided a good fit to the data (Table 3) , all the proposed links in the model achieved statistical significance (Figure 2 ), the amount of variance accounted for was substantial, and the proposed model performed better than did either of the two alternative models. Beyond the extent to which these findings enhance our understanding of the role of organizational variables in occupational injuries, the breadth of situations to which safety-specific transformational leadership can be applied is demonstrated, further enhancing its external validity and utility.
A major feature of the current model is the role of perceived safety climate. Some attention has been given to the role of management in promoting occupational safety, and, as noted pre- Note. Chi-square Ns ϭ 174. GFI ϭ goodness-of-fit index; AGFI ϭ adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NFI ϭ normed fit index; CFI ϭ comparative fit index; RMSEA ϭ root-mean-squared error of approximation. ** p Ͻ .01.
viously, perceived safety climate exerts a significant effect on safety performance. Our findings replicate and extend this literature in several ways. First, the direct effects of perceived safety climate on safety-related outcomes are replicated. Second, as depicted in our model, perceived safety climate mediates the relationship between safety-specific transformational leadership and occupational safety. Third, our model identifies the role of safetyspecific transformational leadership and safety consciousness within this context. Nonetheless, several questions emerge: First, given the early stages of this research, it is critical to replicate the findings from Study 1. Second, we could assess the comparative role of safetyspecific transformational leadership by including other possible predictor variables, and it is to these questions that we turn our attention in Study 2.
Study 2
Although the restaurant industry (the focus of Study 1) is a major employer, with 400,000 establishments and 6,000,000 employees in America (Personick, 1991) , focusing on a single industry limits external validity. Thus, the sample for this second study is based on a group of employees with a more restricted age range who held a wider variety of jobs. We chose to focus on young workers (i.e., younger than 25 years of age) because occupational safety is an especially critical issue for this group (Castillo, 1999; Dupre, 2000; Runyan & Zakocs, 2000) , with young workers consistently found to be at the highest risk for injuries (Dupre, 2000; Loughlin & Barling, 2001; Loughlin & Frone, in press ). In addition, we did not restrict sample selection to any one occupation, which thereby resulted in a heterogeneous group of occupations.
Another aim of this second study was to place the effects of safety-specific transformational leadership into a wider perspective by focusing on an additional predictor, and we included the subjective experience of role overload for several reasons. First, this is consistent with an emphasis placed by management on productivity, possibly at the expense of safety, and is inconsistent with a transformational leadership style. Second, research has consistently shown that the subjective experience of role overload is associated with injuries at work with adults (Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996; Zohar, 2000) and, of special interest to the second study, separate samples of young workers (Frone, 1998; Runyan & Zakocs, 2000) . Third, Baugher and Roberts (1999) studied workers in the petrochemical industry and showed that overwork contributed to workers' worries about explosions. Similarly, young workers also believed that fast-paced work placed them at increased risk of occupational injuries (Zakocs, Runyan, Schulman, Dunn, & Evenson, 1998) . As a result, we focus on role overload together with safety-specific transformational leadership as possible predictors of occupational safety in this second study (see Figure 3) .
Method
Eleven young people involved in a youth program agreed to distribute 300 surveys to local high schools, local colleges, and a downtown community center in a large Canadian city (population 2.6 million); 254 surveys were returned, but listwise deletion resulted in a sample of 164 participants. Although participants were employed in a variety of jobs, 88% were employed in the service sector, as is typical for a sample of young workers. The average age of the 164 participants (48.7% of whom were women) was 19.5 years (SD ϭ 2.47, range ϭ 14 -24). Sixty percent of the sample was still in high school; they worked for an average of 28.7 hr per week (SD ϭ 12.35, range ϭ 3-60) and had been employed in their current job for an average of 7 months (SD ϭ 6.32, range ϭ 1-36).
Two items were adapted from Beehr, Walsh, and Taber (1976) to measure role overload (i.e., "I am so busy on the job that I can't get to take normal breaks" and "There is too much work to do in my job for it all to be done well"). Both items used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). Because the overwhelming number of respondents in this study were from the service sector, we used the same safety-specific transformational leadership, safety consciousness, and safety-related injuries questionnaires as those used in Study 1. We added three items to the safety-related events questionnaire to enhance its relevance to the current sample (i.e., "fell off something [e.g., a ladder, shelf]," "had clothes caught in something [e.g., a piece of machinery]," "other injuries not mentioned"; see Appendix).
Results and Discussion
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all study variables are presented in Table 4 . The proposed model was operationalized as an observed variable path analysis with parameters estimated with maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in LISREL 8 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) . All analyses were based on the covariance matrix.
The proposed model provided a reasonable but not outstanding fit to the data, 2 (7, N ϭ 164) ϭ 27.48, p Ͻ .01, goodness of fit index (GFI) ϭ .95, normed fit index (NFI) ϭ .89, comparative fit index (CFI) ϭ .91, root-mean-squared error of approximation (RMSEA) ϭ .13, p Ͻ .01, and all of the paths composing the proposed model were significant. Injuries were predicted by safety events (␤ ϭ .53, p Ͻ .01), and safety events were predicted by safety climate (␤ ϭ Ϫ.32, p Ͻ .01). Safety climate was predicted by safety consciousness (␤ ϭ .52, p Ͻ .01), safety-specific transformational leadership (␤ ϭ .13, p Ͻ .05), and role overload (␤ ϭ Ϫ.17, p Ͻ .05). Safety consciousness was predicted by both safety-specific transformational leadership (␤ ϭ .55, p Ͻ .01) and role overload (␤ ϭ Ϫ.15, p Ͻ .05). Inspection of the modification indices suggested that adding a path from safety climate to injuries would substantially improve the fit of the model, ⌬ 2 (1, N ϭ 164) ϭ 15.03, p Ͻ .01. The resulting model provided a good fit to the data, 2 (7, N ϭ 164) ϭ 12.46, p Ͻ .01, GFI ϭ .98, NFI ϭ .95, CFI ϭ .97, RMSEA ϭ .08, ns. Standardized parameter estimates for the revised model are presented in Figure 4 .
As shown, injuries were predicted by safety events (␤ ϭ .44, p Ͻ .01) and safety climate (␤ ϭ Ϫ.27, p Ͻ .01). Safety events were also predicted by safety climate (␤ ϭ Ϫ.32, p Ͻ .01). Safety climate was predicted by safety consciousness (␤ ϭ .52, p Ͻ .01), safety-specific transformational leadership (␤ ϭ .13, p Ͻ .05), and role overload (␤ ϭ Ϫ.17, p Ͻ .05). Safety consciousness was predicted by both safety-specific transformational leadership (␤ ϭ .55, p Ͻ .01) and role overload (␤ ϭ Ϫ.15, p Ͻ .05).
General Discussion
The empirical model validated in this study may have considerable implications for organizational interventions that target improvements in occupational safety. At the most general level, the results of this study suggest that safety-specific transformational leadership provides an opportunity for enhancing occupational safety that goes beyond ergonomic design or regulator approaches. More specifically, the results of the present study suggest that occupational injuries might be reduced in the first instance through a focus on safety-related events, which themselves are a function of perceived safety climate. In turn, the initial role of safetyspecific transformational leadership might be addressed. The salience of this argument is enhanced, as a substantial amount of variance was accounted for in occupational injuries in both studies (see Figures 2 and 4, respectively) .
Although a persistent concern in survey research is the extent to which sole reliance on self-report measures could pose a threat to the validity of the findings, the self-report of occupational accidents may be underreported (Pransky, Snyder, Dembe, & Himmelstein, 1999) , as a result of which findings using self-reported accidents may be biased conservatively. The self-report of injuries may also be appropriate because organizational safety records contain important errors (Eisenberg & McDonald, 1988) : In 15% of the cases Eisenberg and McDonald investigated, there was an overreporting of cases, and in 20%, an underreporting of safety cases. Eisenberg and McDonald also showed that there was a systematic error in these situations: Instances of overreporting were more likely to occur for less serious incidents that did not involve lost time, many of which did not have to be reported by the organization. In contrast, underreported incidents were evenly divided between those that involved lost time and those that did not require lost time. Consequently, relying only on organizational records might introduce a systematic bias into the data, and inferences from future research would be enhanced to the extent to which data on occupational injuries are derived from multiple sources. At the same time, focusing on both near misses (Hemingway & Smith, 1997) and microaccidents (Zohar, 2000) would help to minimize distributional problems associated with studying infrequently occurring events that plague the area of occupational safety. Nonetheless, to the extent that future research makes primary use of self-reported data, imposing some control for socially desirable responding is in order. Related to the issue of monomethod bias is our decision to use a safety-specific measure of transformational leadership. It might be argued that the relationships found between transformational leadership and the safety-related outcomes in this study are a function of item overlap. We suggest that this is not the case, as previous data have shown that nonsafety-specific transformational leadership also predicts occupational safety (Williams, Turner, & Parker, 2000) . Future research might assess whether there are any differential effects associated with general versus safety-specific transformational leadership.
Both our samples are relatively small for structural equation modeling, and both studies obtained modest response rates. In structural equation modeling, small samples lead to a lack of power and an inability to reject the hypothesis that the model fits the data (Kelloway, 1998) . Modest response rates raise the possibility of nonresponse bias contaminating the results. However, the empirical evidence for bias is limited at best (Krosnick, 1999; Schalm & Kelloway, 2001) . Nonetheless, replication of these results with larger, more representative samples is recommended.
Several issues remain to be addressed in future research. First, our data were derived from cross-sectional designs. Although this is appropriate in the earlier stages of research, the need for longitudinal data on the indirect relationship of safety-specific transformational leadership on occupational safety and injuries is apparent if any inferences about causality or mediation are to be justified.
Second, the nature of role overload needs to be clarified: When the subjective experience of overload is assessed (e.g., Frone, 1998; Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996; Zohar, 2000) , as it was in our second study, a negative relationship emerges with occupational safety. In contrast, the greater the number of hours worked (Kaminski, 2001 )-a quantitative index of overload-the lower the injury rate. Because it is possible that more reliable employees are offered more overtime work or that more conscientious employees volunteer for more hours, the complex nature of role overload and its effects on occupational safety must be investigated further.
Third, other possible predictors need to be identified and examined in future research. Shannon et al. (1997) identified several workplace practices related to leadership that are associated with a higher injury rate, such as the level and use of discipline for safety infractions. Moreover, Baugher and Roberts (1999) studied workers in the petrochemical industry and showed that low job control and overwork contributed to workers' worries about explosions. This is important because the cognitive distractions caused by such worries may themselves predict safety performance (see Arthur, Barrett, & Doverspike, 1990) .
Fourth, future research might focus on other potential mediating variables. Employees' trust in management is affected by managerial practices (Mayer & Davis, 1999) and transformational leadership (Jung & Avolio, 2000) and in turn affects critical organizational outcomes (McAllister, 1995) . Likewise, perceptions of fairness are associated with transformational leadership (Pillai et al., 1999) and affect organizational outcomes such as employee theft and turnover (Greenberg, 1990) . Thus, the extent to which trust in management and perceived justice mediate the effects of transformational leadership and other workplace conditions on occupational safety should also be addressed. Last, additional validation of the safety-related measures is warranted. More specifically, the relevance of the scales differed somewhat for respondents in different sectors in Study 2. Although this serves to bias the findings conservatively, future research should use occupationally relevant safety measures wherever possible.
In conclusion, the two studies conducted here showed that safety-specific transformational leadership is indirectly associated with occupational safety. In addition, previous research has shown that transformational leadership can be taught (Barling et al., 1996) . Future research should assess whether changes in transformational leadership are followed by changes in employees' occupational safety and whether it is possible to teach managers safetyspecific transformational leadership.
